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ABSTRACT . / ~ 

Students who werfe candidates for teacher I 
certification at the Oniversity of »isa>nsin-Platt€^ille/tere 
administered the Bogard'us jSoci^l Distance* Scale to determine the 
effect of a state mandated human relations course on 'their attitudes 
toward ethnic and racial gtoups. The^ scale' was administered* to these 
students and three control groups which' included general * 
underclass me n r ncm+education major seniors, and education major 
seniors. The scores of these groups were compared among the groups 
and also with a 1956 survey by Emory Bogardus. A high /degree of 
agreement was found between the student samples and the Bogardus , 
sample. Amotfg <tfce student samples two patterns emerged. First, mean 
scores declined between a sample of* one underclassmen and one of 
non-education major seniors. Seqond,< mean scores declined between^the 
underclassmen, saaple and the human relations pretest sample, declined 
further between The* human relations pretest and human relations 
posttest, but then increased between the human relations posttest and 
the senior education major sample. A high 'degree, of ^agreement <£s 
found among. the scptes of a34 of the student samples. An analysis of 
variance of the aeai^s'for the racial and ethnic groups included, in 
the scale suggested that the human relations program does produce 
measurably lower social. distances among its students. (Authof/APii) 
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: In the Fall of 1979, I serendipitously began a project Ao test^thfe 

effects of a class I teach on students* attitudes towards several ethnic, racial 

>• _ 

and sexual groups. * This paper traces the course of that project. It is 
divided into several sections. I place/the project within a context of the 
Wisconsin Department of Public Instruction's requirements for programs to 
increase beginning teachers' awareness of the ^multi-retLhnic character of' 
our society. The actions of tjie College of Education of the University of 
Wisconsin->Platteville to implement such a program are next sketched in. This 

v. « • 

is followed by a discussion of Bogardus's Social Distance Scale, data 
from the administration -of that scale 'to five samples drawn among the 
students of the University at PLatteville, and various analyses of those data. 
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THE 'DPI HtJMAN RELATIONS TOQUIREM*tt 



In 1972 the Department of Public Instruction (DPI) of the* State of Wisconsin 
* sreated a new requirement *for students preparing for initial certification in 
, education (Wis, Adm, Code [1972] section PI 3,03(1)) . This addition to the v 
certification requirements, which was to take effect in 1973, stated that 
"Preparation in human relations, including intergroup relations, shaKL be^ 
inducted in programs for all prof essional. school personnel required to hold 
an initial license. Institutions of higher- education shall provide evidence 



that preparation in tyiman relations, including Intergroup relations, is an 

t O m 

integral part of programs leading to the initial license..." (Wis. Adm. Code 
[1980] section PI 3*07 (b)). The "hum«=tn relations requirement 11 'was designed 
1 to guarantee that licensed, teachers have an increased understanding of the 
"values, life styles, and contributions of racial, cultural and economic* 

groups in American society" and of the "forces of racism^prejudice and . 

. ■ ' * • ' *. • 

discrimination in American life (Wis. Adm. Cpde [1980] section *PI 3,07(b)l\b 

* * * *■ / 

* ^ * • * i tt 

and c). Further, the programs designed to meet the requirement were to give 

prospective teachers "opportunities to examine their own attitudes and 

"feelings" about issues* of racism, prejudice and discrimination" which would lead 

to the "development of attitudes w." appropriate to teaching .prof essiopa^/^ 

(Wis. Adm. Code [1980] PI 3.07(b)l.d and a). 1 - ^ , 

^ As Dr; Harold Hutcheson, then Vice-ChancelldV of the University of 

Wisconsin-Plat teville, later put it, neither 'the DPI nor the University 

"wanted to .send out people who were racists. " ; t Thue while the primary focus 

of the "human relations. requirement" was , cognitive,- emphasizing knowledge* , % : . 

study, analysis, examination and evaluation, the requirement has' always * 

included an attitudinal, affective'* component .» Not pnly were^ potential , ' * 



r 



teachers to understand the forces -of . discrimination, but they were also to 
"develop" their attitudes, lessening their own ptejudices and increasing their 
acceptance of others. t • 

THE UWP HUMAN RELATIONS PROGRAM ' * % , , 

• / 

The faculty of tHe College of Education of the University of Wisconsin- 
Plattfcville (UWP) moved quickly to implement "a program to meet tl\e DPl's 
requirement in human relations. Prompted by' Dr. Hutcheson, then also Dean 
of the College of Education, a plan was submitted to DPI on June 5, 1972 
(Hutcheson, 1972). The UWP human relations* program," which has remained 
largely unchanged sinc^r 1972, requires each student majoring in education to 
complete a package of three courses. Each stu^nt must take Teaching 322, / 

■J- - . - v 

Education in a Multicultural Society (2 credits); Sociolog$L.323, Hyman 
'Relations (3 credits); and one of thfe following three courses: English 303, 
Black Literature in America (3 credits); History 304, the Blarck Experience in 
America (2 credits); or History 322, Ethnic 2nd Minority History (2 credits) 
(Undergraduate Catalog: 84). 

> 

The human relations program at UWP was approved by the DPI in April, 
* 1974 (Rodman, 1974). It was the first iti the state to gain DPI approval and 
j remains, agcording to Jackie Johnson, Associate 'Director of Teacher Education, 
DPI, >H one of the strongest programs being, of fer^d" (Johnson, 1980). 

* ' * 

AN ACCIDENTAL RESEARCH PROJECT 

The DPI human relations requirement has been fn existence for 8 yearj^. 
' Progr^as implementing the requirement have been in existence for at least 7t 
years. The DPI requires each program to be evaluated and submitted to the 
DPI ^£or approval. But few evaluations of these programs around the state have 
been reported in the scholarly literature. This paper reports on a project 
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to test the effect of tfne program on students 1 attitudes toward various 

a % ' ' i 

h racial, ethnic and sexual minority groups?. The origins of this project are 

ml / » 

ritt largely accidental, so I should take a moment to trace its history, S 

M ' • . - . • 

k4m # I have been te'aching Sociology 323, Human Relations, at UWP since fall 
l^>$i< semes ter , 1977. While. I have long wondered if the course had any effects on ' 

'^student s J attitudes, I had made* no attempt to measure such effects, * Rather,' 
|fls&? relied on measures of students cognitive and analytic skills. In the 
fall of 1979, I>decided s to use Emory Bogardus f s Social Distance Scale 

bit ^ . - > 

fi\ f (Bogardus,* 1933) as a way of idemons ttating to my students a method for 

mP- ' ' * . ' • ~ . 1 

.ft! measuring prejudice. At the beginning of a class early in the semester, I 

handed out mimeographed copies of a revised Social Distance Scale, (See Figure 1, 

|||! page 5), read the instructipns, promised anonymity, and asked the students to 

jp| fill out the scale. I* gave no other description of the scale, but waited for 

po the students to finish and 'return the questionnaires to me. As I collected 

W? . > . * ' 

p L ' 'the questionnaires, I was surp#ised to notice fnuch greater variation* among the 

%* 9 

|f\ student responses than I had expected. Although I was convinced that racism, 

- B% ■ # . * . ■ 

sexism and ethnic prejudices remained an important probleirf in our society, I 

\ 

had assumed that upper-division university students iti Wisconsin would report 

M' ' • ' 

fy^ low social distances between themselves and various racial, ^thnic and sexual 

:JI : ^ « ' ' 

*|X groups. At the moment I saw the returned questionnaires, I decided to use 

\0i ♦ ' ' 

/,!|v the just-completed ques tiifrinaires ,/cis something more than a teaching* tool. We 

ffcif 



were only about three weeks into the semester. So, I decided, I would u^e 

these data 'as a pre-test measure of my students^ and would administer the 

same scale at the end of the semester as a post-test. I would use the Social 

Distance Scale ^s a way to measure th§ effects of my course on^ students' attitudes 

* % towards members of various groups. Thus, I did not discuss the Bogardus scale 

* » 

jL^ with my stu4ents, but moved/^on* to another topic. Later. that day, I adminis- 
tered thfi scale ^to my other Human 'itelat'ions^ class , with the same instructions. 



\ 9 . * « 

Figure 1. Social Distance Scale Instrument, Revised from Krout , 1943, 



Directions : Place one check to^^ndicate the # closest degree to which you would 
be willing to admit a member of each of the groups lfsted below. Make sure that 
yobr reactions are to each <>race or ethnic group as__ajwhole, not to v the best or 
worse members you may have known, ' , - 



1. Close knship by marriage 

2. Membership in my c.lub 

3. As neighbors on my street 

4. Work beside in an office 



ETHNIC GROUP 



/ '5, Speaking aquaintance only 

"6. Citizenship % in*my country 

7. As visitors* to ray country only 

8, Exclude from my country 
SCORE * 
3 4 _ .5 6/7 
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MID-STREAM METHODOLOGY " ' v 

Later, in my office, I thought -furtfler about my project/ If there were 

f 4 ' 9 

a measurable diminution of reported%social distancep^er the period of a 
semester, 'there were also* three factors' other than participation in my course 
that could fie highly probable explanations of that reduction. First, the 
reduction could be a function of maturation or history. Second, the reduction 
could be an effect of the liberal education afforde^ by the university, ^ Third, 

0 

the reduction could be an 'effect of the liberal edycaticfn afforded* T>y the 
university. m ThiVd, the reduction could be produced by the general professional 
training offered by th^College of Education. To control for these three • \ 
factors, I gave the Social Distance Scale* to three other samples of UWP students. 



For the first control group, I passed^tt^fe scale out to a class in the Principles 
\of Sociology. This group of students was predominantly (80%) freshmen and 
sophomores (See Table 1)-. * I. then chose two groups which were predominantly 



Table 1. Summary Comparison by Academic Class Composition of Five ^Samples 
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Source: 1979 UWP questionnaire data. 



seniors. The second control group, a class in the Psychology of Humafi. Sexuality , 

' i * ' 

was widely representative of al\ the majors offered by the University, with ah * 

over r representation bf majors iti the College of Arts and Sciences. This group m 

* * r ,% , \ ' i 

vas 95% 5 seniors. The third control 'group consisted- exclusively of education 

majors, and was 96% seniors or graduate students. Most of the members of 

this class had completed thev Human Relations cla§s. The students in, the two 

H&man Relations classes were predominantly juniors (36% and-* 40%) , with nearly 

equal but>maller percentages of sophomores (25% and '7%) and seniors (25% and 

35%>. I thus gathered data from seven samples (two sections of Humaji Relations, 

prt-test and post- test; one oV Principles of Sociology; one of Psychology of 

Human Sexualifcy; one of ' Educational Evaluation), Ih the arfalysis" of the data, . N 

eliminated one of- the pre-tests and one of the post- tests from 'the Human 

/ 

/ 

^Relations sections. The pre-test and the post-test thus come from samples 
that approximate independence. ',The elimination of those two sections* left five 
samples 'for the analysis. Table 1 provides a summary comparison of the final 
f ive* samples . s < 

The Social Distance Scale was administered to the three control groups 
within one week of the pre-test in the Human Relations* classes . The £ost- 
tes< was ^gathered ifrom the Human Relations' classes during the last week of ^ 
tnbs semester. ^ m j ***** 

The five samples are located at' several different points in the* careers of ' 

students at flt/P. The ^nple from the Principles of 'Sociology class f/apre^eTtts 

underclassmen, fairly early in their career, meeting their general university 

social science requirement^. As such, these Sttide'nts ar£ fairly feprfesejitative 

. * 

of most jjnderG<lass{nen at the university. The ^airge percentage of freshmen 

♦ 

and sopho.mores ih this sample would indicate that effects by their majors oif^ their 
v. 

attitudes would be minimal. The students, in the Psychology 'of Hujnan -Sexuality 

<.-*••• 



aire in the last, two sjames.tars of their undergraduate voirk. But like the 

Principles* of Sociology , this cliskss is used by most participants to fulfill 

their general university requirements, so includes representatives of most 

manors on campus. The Utudents in educational Evaluation are entirely education 
$ • « . 

majors, at 'the end of rheir ; professional training in~£ducation. ' The students 
in Human Relations are generally somfcwhat: earlier in -their careers. The five 
samples tftus provide points' in a temporal and .a career .model. This model is 
depicted in Figure 2, < v „ ' . * 



Figure 2, Temporal and' Vocational Model of .the^Five Samples 

3 1 
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Group 1: Principles of. Sociology 

Group 2: Psychology of Human Sejcuality 

Group 3: Human Relations, pre- test 

Group 4: Human Relations, post- test 

Group 5:, Educational Evaluation 
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The five samples thus, allow us to test several ^different points in 
)del. We can compare *the underclassmen's scores with those of the non-education 
* 'seniors; this comparison should* indicate either the effects of maturation or ' 
history or the effects of'liberal education on students* social distance scores, 
fBuV Chfere is no way to .distinguish whether any change in the scores is a* 



\ 



product of education or of history/) We can compare the scores' of the two" 

groups of *senio£s to test the effects of majoring specifically in education 

I 

on students 1 social distance ' scores . (This comparison alsp provides an 

indirect test of^ the effects ,of the entire human relations program on social 

distance.) iWe can compare the pre-test and post-test groups of students 'in 

the Human Relations course* to indicate the effects of that course on social 

distance! This comparison provides one direct test of the effectiveness* of 
* # *■ * 

'UWP/s human relations program. , , 

A NOTE ON THE SOCIAL DISTANCE SCALE • , 

* The Social Distant Scale developed by Emory £. Bqgardus in 1925 (Bogardus, 
1925) is* one of the bldest and most widely used measures of the degr.ee of social 
acceptance that exists between given persons and certain social groups (See Figure 
1). The scale is simple, quick and e^sy to administer.. The scale's validity is 
based, first, on inter-judge agreement on the items of the scale (Bogardus*, 1933) T 
second, by its agreement with "other scales that in certain particulars are more 
exact" "(Newcomb, 1955 : 158) ; and on its "perfect .hierarchical unidimensional 
set of items" required by Guttmann scale analysis (Campbell, 1952:323). 

A simple, reliable method of scoring the scale is to count the numbers of 
the "nearest" (lowest) column that is checked. That is„ if one seeks the distance 
quotient for a specif ic. group, then the arithmetic mean of the total number 6f 
nearest columns that are checked by all the subjects for eachrace is obtained 

; 

(Miller, 1977:261). This is the method I used. 

The'scale in this project is based on Krout's scale wittf- eight response- 
categories (1943:342). • • 

•• ' ■ ' ■ • ' V* \ . 

ANALYSIS OF THE DATA: 19^6 and 1979 \ . 

Ma first-step in understanding the social distance scor.es of my respondents,. 



Y- ... . .. . 
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I decided to compare^ their scores with'those reported by Bogardus himself. In 

}956, # Bogardus conducted the third of a series^of^decennial social distance 

surveys (Bogardujs, 1958), His 1956 sample included 2053 respondents^ fnostly - .* 

4.n the, 18-35 ag^-range from across the Jilted States. Though his sample Is not* 

directly comparable to mine, a comparison may be illustrative. Bagardus's" 

1956 questionnaire listed 30 racial and ethnic groups; my questionnaire listed 1 

26 racial, ethnic and sexual groups. Only 17 groups are on both my instrument 

and Bogardus f s. Here, I will .consider only those 17 overlapping groups. 3ince 
■ * » 

Bogardus £oes not list th6 frequencies nor variances for the items' on- his 
questionnaire, we can compare only the -mean social distances. * Nevertheless , an 
examination is instructive. The means for the 17 ethnic and social' groups by 
the Bogardus sample and my f±ve samples are giVen in Table ,2 (Page 11), 

The grand taean social distance of the 17 groups from Bogardus ! s 2053 
respondents is 2.22. This is much lower than the grand mean social distance 
of these groups from the 4,6 UWP underclassmen; their- grand-mean equals 3.139. 
The means for the individual grfoups by Bogardus' s respondents range from a 

■ ■ J ' \- 

low of 1.16 for Canadians to a "high of 2.83 for^Koreans. Jhe UWP underclassmen 

give Germans the lowest mean* (1.978) and^ Indians from India the jiighest (3.913). 

\t appears that^ths students from' my underclassmen sample report greater social 

distance in 1979 than did Bogardus's respondents * in 1956^ Has the level of 

prejudice increased irT'the last- 23-~years4 — * — — — - 

A comparison of, the means of the 1956 respondents and of UWP 1979 seniors 

in the Psychology of Human Sexuality also gives unexpected results. The grand 

means social distance in 1956 (2.22) is lower than that of 1979 seniors (2.467). 

The results are somewhat more encouraging when th.e 1956 sample is compared to the 

senior education majors. The education majors produce a slightly lower grand* 

«• ** • 

mean (2.072 compared to 2«22K It is rather puzzling, though, that the students 
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/Table 2. Mean Social Distance Scores, from 17 Racial and. Ethnic Groups bjr 



li 



: •., Bogafdus's Sample (1956) and' 5 TJVP Samples. (1979 )* 
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Sour^: Bogardus (1958:135); ^19*79 UWP questionnaire data.^ • \ 
' * The ethnic group, Native Americans, was ondltted from the pre-test qoestionrfaire. 
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entering Hum£n Relations 
•sample 




have* lower grand mean not only than the 1956 



*15 versus 2.22) but also lowetf than the senior education majors 

*■ * * 

4 . . ' ' "* . . ' 

(l.£15versus 2.072), .The lowest 'grand mean of all is produced by the 



exiting Human- Relations studants<( 1.698 ve#us Bog'airdus's 2\22<)'. fhesie 
' comparisons are illustrated graphically in Figure v 3. 



Figure *3, Comparison of the Grand Mean Social Distant Scores Among 
BogardusV 19^6*; Sample and Five' 1979 UWP Samples 
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Grdup 1, Principles of Sociology, 
Group 2, Psychology of Human Sexuality 
Group 3, tEducational Evaluation 

'Source: Bogardus, 1958; Table 2. 



Group 4, Human Relations, Pre- test 
Group 5, Human Relations, Post- test 



erjc ;< 



14 . 



A * 



* > Another point to consider in the comparison of the 1956 Bogardus .sample 
and the five 1979 UWP samples is* th£ relative ranking of the various raeial j 
and ethnic groups^ In the years -since 1956, some minority groups have been 
more demonstrative, yocal^and active than others of the' groups listed. Also, 
during students' careers at the university-,, they receive va-ried information 
about and expqsufce to the several groups ♦ One might- ask if these selective, 
factors have altered the rankings of the ethnic and racial groups in terms v bf 
their relative social distance. Table 3 presents the mean ranks for the 17 
grcpps^under consideration' by the Bogardus respondents and by the UWP 
respondents* 
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/Table 3. Rank, of the Meapsfor 17 Ethnic^nd Racial Groups by Bogardus's 
1956 Respondents and 1979 UWP Respondents 



Ethnic or Racial 
Group ' 
4- 



- 3 

u m 
co o\ 

o 



£3 w 

H Cu O 

•H H 

Cu U O 

3 £ «H 

O *H CJ 

u u o 



Pnc O iH 

5 ' cO , 
5 >»3 . 

* o <u 

<N H CO 

O * . 

ax: c 

3 U 
O >> g 
^ CO 3 



fx, 

h 

P co e 

c o 

* O *H 

fO *H U 

4-1 Cfl 

: u h 

' O D 



(0 

c 

o 

S 4-» 

5 co 



* <D 4-1 

a) 

Cu Q U 
3 CO | 
O g <U 
^ 3 V-i 



0) 
C 

o 

5 co 
^ aj to 

4-» 

Cu c i 
3 CO 4-» 

o g « 

^ 3 O 
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Canadians 


1 


4 


• — -if ~~ 

2 


2 


• 5 


3 


English 


2 


2 " 


1 


1 


1 


1 2" 


'Germans 


3 *. 


1 


3 


3 


3 


1 


Italians 


4 


* 3 


4 


4 


4 


4 


Poles 


5 


15 , 


' 17 


17 


'.- 2 


5 


Greeks 


6 


5 


5 


8^ 


7 


' 10 


Jews 


.7 


8 


7 


' 10 


10 


8 


Czechs 


8 


7 


6 


7 


8 


7 


Japanese h 


*9 


10 


11 


6 


11 


• 9 


Native Americans 


10 


6 


8 


.5' 


6' 


6 


Chicanos 

i 


11 


12 


14 ~~ 


' 14' 


.12 . 


14 


Turks 


12 


17 


16 


16 


14 


17 


Russians 


13 


13 


12 


13 


13 


15 


Chinese 


14 


11 


13 


9 


16 


13 


Blacks 


15 


9 


9 


11 


9 


11 


Indians (India) 


16 


1$ 


15 


15 • 


15 


.16 


Koreans 


17 


14 


10 


12 


- 17 


12 



N ■ 2053 46 - 22 * 23 

gpurce; Bogardus, 1958; 1979 UWP questionnaire data. J_5 
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57 



^ ^ ! Kendall's coefficient of concordance , symbolized 'by .W, .is a method of ' 
measuring the extent to which there is agreement betwefen the rankingsjbf cases 

0 * fit * 

^ on a number'of variables (Downey, 1975:274ff )\ It is a measure of association,^ 
7', ' % . . 

The higher the value of W»£it ranges between 13,00 and 1.00), th$-grea£er the % 



agreement on the rankings^ of the. 17 .racial and ethnic groups by the groups 



of respondents." The formula for W is 



w= : 



. (l/12)(k 2 )(N 3 -N) '< " . 

iwher^ S= siim of the Squares of differences betweeft observed and 
expected rank v§ urns * 

» 

k- number of variables ranked * ■ * N ^ 

-N= number of cases in the Sample 
Table 4 presents the computation for Kendall's W." 

wa , 1&90 ._ J1690 , nan ' 

(1/12) (-36) (4896) 144^8 

W= .80 represents a fairly large agreement. We can t'pst whether W ia ( statistically 
significant by transforming W into a chi^squared value with d.f .=N-1, wherein^ 

• . x 2 = • S ' * 



(1712) kN(N+l)> - > 
£o 'compute, 

. x 2= 11690 a 76 . 4l 

(1/12) (6 ;17) (17+1)- ' 153 

A chj- squared value of 76.41 with 16/degrees of freedom is statistically 
significant at the 0.001 level. ThaTtLis*to say, the relaeive rankings of the 
17 ethnic and racial groups^, has remained fairly consistent over the last 23 
. years. * While there have.'been minor 'shifts within the, ranking^,,,, the rankings 

■r 

have remained stable over time* . ^ J 
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Table 4.' Computation of Kendall's W for the Mean Ranking^ of 17 Ethnic 
and Racial Groups, by Bbgardus's 1956 Respondents and. 1979 



UWP Respondents, 



'Ethnic/Racial Group 


Observed Rank §um 


Expected Rank Sum 


Difference 


Squared 
Difference 




17 


: 54 


1 - \ *■ 
-33 


1089 


Fnoli sh 

J_l 1 1 fcl JL JL. O Ik 


9 


"54 


-45 


- 2025 


Germans 


14 


.54 


-40. 


1600 


Italians 


23 ^ ( 


>_^^4 


-31 

/ + 7 


961 


Poles " f 


61 


54 ' «, 


49 


Greeks 


41 " 


54 


-13 


169 


Jews % 


50 / 


' .54 


-4> 


16 


Czechs 


43 


54"; 


-11 


121 


Japanese. - 


56- • 


54 


+2 


4 


Native Americans/ 
Chicanos v 


41 

/ / • 


54 


-13 


169 - 


•Turks * , 
Russians 


92 


54 


. • +38 


1444 


79 . 




+25 


• 625 


Chinese 


76 


54 


+22' 


-484 


Jilacks ^ 


64 


54 


+10 


"* 100 


Indians (India) 


• 93 \ 


v 54 


+39 


1521 


Koreans \ 




54 


+28 


'. 784 


\ 

j 


918 






11690 • 



Source: Bogardus, 1958; 1979 UWP questionnaire . data;^ Downey , 



1975. 
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My analysis of the comparisons between Bogardus's 1956 data and my '19 79 . 

\ % \ V > i 

fiata thus suggests several conclusions. 'First, it appears thaf the social 

' " J 

distance from several racial and ethnic groups expressed by my underclassmen 

' \ ' ' ' • 

respondentsMs even greater tt^an that of Bogardus's respondents. Second, the^ 



16 



greater tl^an that of Bogardus 

r . • \ 

at IWP' reveal less social di 



.npn-education majors at UWP' reveal less social distance f^om those groups 
than do the underclassmen, Pferhaps a liberal education reduces* the forces of 
prejudice. Third, the senior education majors at* UWP report less social ' 
distance than the non-education major seniors and q^ite a bit less than the 
underclassmen, and even less social distance than do Bogardus ! s respondents. 
Perhapir the professional education program is even more effective in dimin- 
ishing social distance than is the general university education. Fourth, 
J 

V both the pre-test andthe post-test *Human Relations students ' report the lowest 
.social distance of all the groups measured, with the post-test students report- 
ing the least social distance of all. -Perhaps UWP's human rel^&lons- program 
is effective in reducing prejudice. But I still regain puzzled by th^, 

increased social distance evidenced between the temporally earlier Human 

t 

Relations post-test respondents and the later Educational^ Evaluation respondents < 



FURTHER ANALYSIS OF THE DATA: THE 1979 UJ?? SAMPLES 

When we narrow our attention to the five 19 79 UWP samples, we discover 
that our ,scope'has widened to include a larger number of racial and ethnic 
groups and to include more powerful statistical tools. # . As you may have noted 
.when you looked at. Figure 1, my Social Distance Scale instrument asked the 
respondents to rate 26 different racial, ethnic and sexual groups* I want 
to hold two of those groups (Pyrenian [a fictitious group] and Homosexual) 
for later Examination. * Now; I shall be concerned v£th 24 groups instead olE 
the 17 previously mentioned groups Jhich overlap with Bogardus's groups. The, 

J? . * / 

groups and their mean rankings ac£_lis,ted in Table 5 (page 17) . / 



y& .. is 



> 4 
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Table 5. Mean Social Distance Ratings of 24 Racial and Ethnic Groups by 
5 UWP Saraple3; N=200 < * * 

Group 2 Group 3 Group A Group 5 

Group 1 Psych, of Educational" Human Rel. Human Rel. 

Principles of Human * Evaluation Pre-fes't Post-test 



Racial or Ethnic 
Group 



/ 


Sociology 


Sexuality 


• 






Italian 


2.178 


2.000 


1.652 • 


1.280 \ 


1.280 


Jewish 


3.222 


2.318 


2.087 


2.280 


'»1.754 


Koreans 


y 3.818 


2.590 


2.174 


2.460 


l!927 


Canadians 


2.369 


• 1.773 


1.227 


1.440 


• 

1.160 


Chi can os 


3.756 
3.913 N 


' 3.045 


2.565 ' 


2.306 1 


2.018 


Indians (India) 
Turks 


3.091. 


2.652 


2.408 ; 


2.070* 


'4.000 


3.091 
-3:708 


2.652 


2.400 ' 


2.250 


Poles 


-3.877 


4. -091 ' 


1*.150 


1.403 

t 


Blacks 
Chinese - 


' ■ 3.378 
\^>.478 


2.409 

2.714 v ; 


2.130 
2.043 ■ 


2.200 
2.417 : 


1.911 J • 
1.982 v 


Germany m 


1.978 


1.864 


1.364 


1.16'0 


1.123 * 


Native Americans 


• 

' 2.681 


4 .2.364 


1.652 




1.526 


Czechs. 


• 

2.867 


2.136 


1.864 


1.804 

* < 


1.661 


Puerto Ric*ans 


3.489 1 * 


- 

2.619 


2.3.91 \ 2.120 


1.875 


Ghanaian 


3.932 . 


3.100 


2.818 


2.840 


2.059. 


English 


2.044 


1.429 


* 1.190 


1.096 


1.U0 J 


Pakistani 


3.818 


3.363 


2.609 


2.700 yf 


2.127 , 1 


Russians 


. # 

*\ 70S 
J • / 7 J 




2.348 

f 

j 1.667 


Z. 392' 


< 2^035 1 


Japanese 


3.432 


2^36 


• 2.300 


.1.800 • - 


Australians 


2.093. . 


• 1.682 


1.773 • 


1.306 


1.426 • 


Hawaii ans 
Greeks • 


2.047* 
2.581 


1.727 
2.091 


[ 1.435 
1.870 


1.509. 
1.551 - ' 


1.321" 
1.828 


Vietnamese 


4.837 


' 6.357 


5.158* 


• 3.929 


1.889, ■ ' , 


Venezuelan 


3.023 


2.591 

' t 


' 2.478 


2.039 ^ 


1.821 


* = r 


' 3.192 


2.641 


2.245 


2.047 


1.724 


\ 


46 

* 


22 


23- 

\ 


52 


57 



V 



Source: 1979 UWP questionnaire data. 
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We notice immediately that relationships among the five samples % when 

rating 24 instead of 17 ethftic and racial groups is unchanged. The under ellassr 

men (group 1) have the highest mean spcial distance (3.192), f ollowed^JLn order, f 

by the non-education m&jor seniors (2,641), the education ' major seniors (2,245), the 

Human Relations pre- test (2,047); and'-the. Human Relations post-test (1.724). , 

' IVith the addition'of seven more «ethnic and racial groups, the ranges of 

the mean social distance scores increase. For the underclassmen, *che highest 

rated group, the V^g^namese, have a mean score of 4.837. , ¥Kd^ietnamese are 

also the highest! rated group for the*npn-educatibn major seniors (at 6.357, much 

higher than for the underclassmen); for the ^education major seniors (5.158); 

* * / 

and for the Hum^n "Relations pre-test (3,929); fysK theHuman Relations post-test ^ 

it is the Turks ^2 1Z50) . Notice as well that the highest mean social distance 

\ * 

score for the Hyman Relations post-test group is lower than the grand mean . 
score for the underclassrfen or for the non-educati*6n major seniors. Again, ) 
at first glance, it appears\that the Human Relations program is reducing « 
students' social distance from' others. S*** ' * * 

TabLf (L (page 19*) presents the rankings ©f the -mean social distakce scores 
,for the T^ethnic and racial groups'by the five UWP samples. Again, Kendall's 
W can be used to measure the* degree of agreement among the five samples in 



. ;* ... x / ' 

their rankings of the 24 racial and ethnic groups .< • A 

\ J • * ' V*- 

' : C 



< 



(l/12)(k 2 )(N 3 -N) 



26540 > 2 _ 26540.2 



:2 W o,3 



0.92 



(l/12)(5')(24 J -24) 28750v0 



.W » .92 represents a very large degree of agreement. Again, we can t^at .whether 
W is Statistically significant by transforming W into a chi-sc[uared value. 
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Table 6, Rank5 of the- Means for 
Samples; N=200. 



24 Ethnic, and Racial Groups by 5 UWP 



\ 



Ethnic or Racial 
Groups 



o 

CO 

cu 

h a o 
a u o 

3..C »H 
O *H O 
U U O 



Germans 1 

. English * 2 

'Hawaiians. 3 

~ Australians ■ '4 

^Italians £ / 5 

Canadians * ^ 

Greeks 7 ^ 

Native Americans * 8 > 

Czechs ' 9 

^ Venezuelans 10* 

'Jews 11 

Blacks 12 

Japanese 13 

Chinese 1 14 

Puerto Ricans 15 

Chicanos ' ' 16 

< 

Russians 17 

Koreans . - * 18 

Pakistani j 19> 

'Poles . 2$ , 

Indians (India) 23, 

• Ghanaians * 22 

Turks . 23 

^ Vietnamese a 24 

J . 

* N= 41 46 



* CH 

CO 

to X & 
o cu 

*M «H CO 
O 

OJ.C c, 

O ' CO 
O >% 6 

M CO 3 * 

p 5 



5 

, 1 

3 
2 
6 

7 
10 

8( 
13 - 

9 
•11 
15 
17 
14 
18 
16 ' 
12 
22 
23 
19 
21 
20 
24' 

. 22* 



J 



m c 

■ c o 

O -H 

n ri u 

W CO 

O. tO 3 

3 O rH 

O 3 10 

M -O ' > 

O fa] Id 



CO 
C 

o 



0) 4-> 

cu 

a c u 

- 3 tO I 

v o e <u 

M 3 M 

o g a. 



3 
1 
4 

5 
2 

:io 

6 
9 
17 
12 
13 
7 

ik 

1?8 
15 
14 
19 
23 
.20 
22 
21 
>4 

23 




3 « 

1 

7 

5 

4 

6 

9 

8 
10 
11 
14 
13 
15 

20 ■ 

2 
16 
1*7* 
21 
22 
2 
19^ 
23 
18 
24 
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to 
c 
o 

•H 

u 

CO 

CU CO 

m el cu 
u 

P- C I 
» 3 » u 

o e w 

U 3 o 
O ffi 



o r 

CU CU 
M > 



e 
3 

-V) » 

'15 9 

cu *i 

> c 

u to 

-Jl « 

CO 

.0 «-i 

o o 



1 

2 
5 
7 
4 

13 
8 
9 

12 
10 
% 16 
11 



18 
14 

.19 ' 
20 
17 

23 , 
6' ' 
22 
21 
24 
15 

57 



13 
7 
2 

26. 
24, 
21 
46' 

t 

4a 
45 

£3 
56 
65 
61 
80 
71 
87 

85 

82 
105 

74 
101 
109 
106 
111. 



•H 

P O 

a> cu 

u cu 

co 3 

. 3 *-> 

% cr cu 

co co 



to 
S 

3 

V) 

T5 
CU 
U 

o 

(U CO 

x C 

W CO 

c ^ 

CO O 



£5 1480 



\ 



• 2361.9 

• 2981.2 
3552.2 
1267.4 
1413.8 
1648.4 

243^ 
466.6 ' 
275.6 
1.9 
31.4 
11.6 
0.4- 
338.6 
■<* 88.4 
'^64*5 .2 
547.6 
416.2 
1883.6^ 
15,3.8 
•^1552.4 
2246.8 
1971.4 
•2440.4- 

%z 2654*0.2 



,'Expected rank sum = mean rank ^um = 

er|c . 



4 



1480/24 = 61.6 

« 
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_^ = " ^ s /° 540 - 2 ' = 106.16 Jv 

(l/12)kN(N+l) (i/12)(5.24)(24+l) 250 " 

A chi-squased value- of 106.16 with, 24 degrees of freedom is statistically / f 



significant at' the 0.001 level. More simply stated, the rel\tfive rankings of 

" - * % * < 

the social distance means among'the five sampfes is very consistent. While * 



5 
/ 



thfe mean socia)L distance values may be reduced by ,the human relations program, 
the relative statuses of these ethnfc and raiial groups remains .unchanged. 

So far, though, the most important methodological question 1 about my data 

, jias been unanswered as one inspects the mean social -distance scores^§Eir the 
24 ethnic and racial groups/ Those means appear to be quite differepr^\ It 
ma? appear obvious that, for example, the reduction of th$ mean for the Germans r 
ftom 1 i 978 (the Principles 9 of Sociology group)^^wn to J. 864, then to" 1.364, 

. then to .1.160 and finally to 1.123 (the Human Relations post-test group) is 
3 large .and significant diminution. But is the reduction significant,^ or 
could'it harve be^n produced ^simply by ^sampling &£x,o-rl A statistical test to 

v determine- whether the reduction is V a "real 11 one or arises .from^ error is the 

X 

analysis of variance. The general method ojt analysis of yariance_is to 



test whether the 'means of seyeral samples come from the same population. 

If tl\e means do so, then one cannot conclude that the means are measur^rrg any 

* 

real change, but rather reflect random error. - ^ - 

Table 7 (page 21) lists the ethnic and racial groups, the distribution *of .* 

F from a statistical table (Loether'and McTavish, 1976:601), computed JF-,rtetios 

for each ethnic or racial group, a decision afrout the s^^Lficance of the computed 

F-ratio, and levels of significance. As we can see from Table ?, £he computed 

F-ratios aj£ greater than the % Table F values at least at the 0.05 level of, 

r * * 

significance for the five means for 'each of the ethnic or racial groups, except : 

for. two (Australian and Hawaiian). Three.sof the computed^ F-ratios are significant 

only at the .05 level, another three ^ale significant at the .01 level, while 



tfte 



Tab,le 7.< F-Rafios for the Means for Each Ethnic and Racial .Group for Five 
♦ / Samples, UWP, 1979; Total N=200. , ; " 



Ethnic or Racial F-Ratio, Table F-ratio J ' . I^evel of" 

Group 4, c p computed Significant?, Significance 



Italians 

Jews 

Koreans 

Canadians 

Chicanos* 

Indians (India} 

Turks * 

Blacks 

/' 

-Cliinese , 

. I 

Germans 




^.32 
4.62 
4/62 
4.62 
4.62 < 
4.62 
4.62 
' .2.45 
4.62 
4.62 
4.62 
5.42* 
p. 32 
4,. 62 
4.62 
4.62 
4.62 
. 3.32 

2.37 
Jl.7,1 



\ - 



2.37 
4,62 
2.37 



4.126 
5.23 
7.969 ' 
4.842 

7.02a 

7.656 
5.517 * 



3.294 

tr * 



7.376 
5. £08 
4.998 
6.215 
4.068 
6.622 
5 V .638 
6.057 
5.165 
4.502 
7.052 
2.124 
2.206 
2;540 
5.873 
3.189 



♦^Yes 



Yes 
Yes 
Yes.. 
Yes 



V r Yes 



Yes;- 
■ Yes 

<Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 
.Yes 

Yes 

Yes 
9 Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

No 

No \ 
Ye k s' 
Yes 
Yes 



t . 



.001 

.001 

',01 

..001 

.001' 

.001 

.001 

.01 

.001 

.05 

.05 

« 

.05 * 

.001 

.05 
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Source* toe ther and McTpvish, 1976:601; 1973 UWP questionnaire data. 



16 of the 24 T-ratios are significant at the ,001 level. ' # 

This, analysis of variance supports a conclusion that the means of the 

^social distance scores do reflect a reduction of the social distance among-* 

. _ j_ _ 4 

members of our samples as progress through the human relations program at 

UWP- Whether inadvertently or hy plan, students 'who graduate from the College 

. / • 

of Education at UWP report significantly lower social distance scores than 
graduates in other Colleges, as well as much lower scores .than underclassmen 
at UWP. When 'one considers that the so<*|ial distance scores of students diminish 1 
between entering and exiting Huij^jf Rfelatidns, onfe may have confidence that 
participation in that class does result in reported lower sogial distance, 



ane, ..by implication, in a lesser degree* of prejudice. *• •» 

/We can illustrate t l he changes in the"*§^ial distance scores of ^udentsN. 
as tftey progress through* their careers at UWP-|See Figure 4, page 23). As 
Figure 4 shows, there is ar declind in the social distance scores of non-education 

major students as t^hey move from underclassmen to senior class status. 4 The 

t * * /T • 

reduction in the scores for thesfe- students (frdm3.192 to 2.641) is not great, 

a difference of 0.551j but it ds in the direction of lesser expressions ■ 
f 

of prejudice." The difference in. the scores of underclassmen and education maj^or 
seniors is sgreater (f£ora 3. ,192 to 2.245, a diff?erence of 0.7470, but the differ- 
ence between the mean scores is not large. The change between the scores of 

t ' u 1 i 

\inderclassmen and the, Human Relations post-test groiip is far greater than either 
of those previously discussefl (from 3.192 to 1.724, -a difference of X* 468). 
This change between the underclassmen and the Ifuman Relations post- test is 
almost three times as great as that between ( the underclassmen and the non- 
education major seniors (1.468 versus 0.551) and almost twice as great as the 
difference between underclassmen and education major seniors (1.468 versus 
9.747). T&e effectiveness of 'the Human Relations ' course in changing expressions 

' ' - ' ' ' - - A 

of prejudice clearly seems to be greater than 1 that of 'the general university "* m 
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Figure 4. Grand Mean 'Social Distance Ratings of 24 Racial and Ethnic Groups 
by 5 UtfJP Samples, Plotted on Temporal and Vocational Model of 
the Five Samples ' • • ' . 



GRAND^MEAN 



/ -4.0- 

• 3.'5 

3.(H 



2.5" 



\Z.0- 



1.5r' 



1.0. 



(3.192) 




4 



(2. 641) 



(2.245) 



Sample : 



Group 1 



Academic ,Cl-ass : Underclassmen 



Group 4 



Group "5 



Group 1 
Group 2 
Gfroup 3 
Group 4 
Group 5 



Juniors / Seniors 

PrinciplT*3rncr^ N=^6 \ 

Psychology of Human Sexuality, N=22 
Educational Evaluation, N=23 
Human Relations Pre-Test, N=52 
Human Relations Post^Test, N=57 



Group 2/Group 3 
Seniors 



Source: Figujre 2 ; Xable 5 



v& , 1 • 24 

* 4 

v •• . 

.education, I am, still 1 at a loss to explain the .rise in thVsocial distance • 
* scored after, students exit from the Human Relations courae, r -"■.*. 

Two final notes are in order. First, the 1 means for one group on the. , 4 ^ 

Social Distance p Scale may indicate ..that tjie reported reduction in prejudice \ m 
on the part of our students is generalizable beyond the specific racial, and 1 
ethnic grdups < considered in our humap delations classes, Orie of th<* listed t 
groups is the Pyrenians. As far as I kn6w, the P^ppfenians are non-existent, ,\ 
Nevertheless, the underclassmen (or at lea§t 43 of "the 46 respondents) ratted ~ 
Aem as .well as- the other groups. The mean social distance scpre £of the * ' . (J . 

Pyrenians by the underclassmen equals 3,884, above the grkhd me^h of 3,192, * * 

Thk Pyrenians are ranked with the Indians (India)*, at 3,913, the Koreans?* at 

' ^ • - V f ' » . 

3,818, and others, .Yet the Pyrenian mfcan scores decline parallel to those >f < ? 

ether groups. The difference in the means fotr the Pyrenians produces a F^ratio 

of 5,37, "which is significant at .the ,001 level," This pattern may indicate * ■< 

response &et among the respondents,- or it may point to a' general decline 

in prejudice among the respondents. Either way, the respondents report 'lower - 

social distance, ^ , ' 

f * 

Second, a- disturbing note. Homosexual^ were included on the Social Distance 

Scale: For all five UWP samples, the mean social ^distance score for Homosexuals* ' 

« c i* * - ' ' ^ 

was the highest for- all ethnic, racial and sexual groups, (see T&ble 8), But, . 

counter to the trend for other ethnic and social groups the mean score for ^ 
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Mean .'Score O60 : 3,373 ' 5,39l 4.404 , 3.018 v 6,775, sig/ at ,001 



the education major seniors (5,391) 'is far higher than for any ottjer sample. 

If \ * 

The increase between the -riumari Relations pos&-test (3*018) and the education 
major seniors equals 2.373, a very large increase* I am not able to guess 



the source" of 4 this hembphobia, 



jut ft is * matter of '-some concern* Never- 



theless, the analysis of variance^ of £he mean scores* for Homosexuals yields an , 
F-ratio of 6.775*, which is significant at the *001 level. 



CONCLUSIONS** • • 

UWP is now *ln its seventh year of compliance with' the DPI human relations 

' , : ** 

requirement., It§ program, consisting of .three different courses, is designed 

' ' A 

to make a* Serious effort at the reduction of prejudice among its^candidates for 
-teacher certification. , The students in one of those courses composed the base 

- , A , Hit 

samples for this project. A vArsion of th'e Social Distance Scalp wa§ 

administered to those two groups of ^j ^dents and to three control groups. ^ 

The three qpntrol groups consisted of one Gj.a5s~of general underclassmen, * 
* » p <*# * 

one class of non-education major seniors, and -<e*ie of education major seniors. 

The scopes of. these five groups were compared ^mong the groups and also with 

a 1956 c Survey # by Emory Bogardus. The mean scores for 17^£hnic and racial 

groups by 1979 UWP underclassmen'were higher than those by Bogardb§*s 1956 , 

national sample. » A high degree of agreemerft on .the rankings of the 17 groups 

( m 

between the five WP samples and the Bogardus sample ^as found (W=.80, x =76.41, 

J \ i 

significant at the .'OMr level) . . . 

< 

When the analysts focused only on the UWP sam^^s , >he mean scores were 

found to have two .patterns. '. First, the. mean scores declined between a sample 

of general underclassmen ,and one of non-education major seniors. Second, the 

Sean scores 'declined between the underclassmen sample and the *Human Relations 
L \ » 

pre-test sarnie, t\^tC declined further between the Human Relations pre-test 
and* the Human Relations post-test, but then Increased between the Human . 

\ ' * • 4 N 

Relations post-test and the senior education-major sample. No satisfactory 



v explanation for this last increase was discovered , There was a very high 

e 

" ' ' 2 
degree of Agreement among the scores^of the five UVf* samples (W=,92, x =106,16 

significant at the ,001 level). An analysis-of variance -of the 24 sets 

means for racial and ethnic groups produced F-ratios significant at the ,05 

or less level of significance' for 22 of the group^ Significant F-ratios 

were also produced for the five mean scores for a, non-existent ethnic group 

(Pyrenians) and for a sexual group (Homosexuals), 

These analyses of variance suggest that the UWP human relations program 

does produce measurably lower social distances among its students. The 

f 

particular effects of the Human Relations class in loweri^social distance 
seem clear, ' 
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